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The purpose of this study was to compare work ethic of manufacturing machine operators between a self- 
directed work team and a traditional work team based on four work ethic subscales and identify differences 
in work ethic based on six demographic factors. The major findings from the study indicated there were 
significant differences in the work ethic between machine operators in self-directed work and traditional 
work systems teams. 
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Since the early study of self-directed work teams for job design in American workplace in 1951 (Trist & Bamforth, 
1951), a wide variety of businesses and industries including major Fortune 500 and 1000 companies have adopted 
the movement towards utilizing self-directed work teams for their companies. For example, a study of self-directed 
work teams reported 72 percent of Fortune 1000 companies had at least one form of self-directed work teams within 
their organization (Fawler, Mohrman, & Benson, 2001). The thrust of institutionalizing self-directed work teams in 
the modern workplace organizations is to improve employee and organizational performance through various 
characteristics of self-directed work teams including multi-functional work roles, shared responsibility, autonomous 
decision making and problem solving, a team focus, and self-determined leadership (Orsburn, Moran, Musselwhite, 
Zenger, & Perrin, 1990). The self-directed work team allows individual employees to have more input into the 
production process and strives to create more ownership for each worker (Cummings, 1978). 

In organizational development literature there has been a great deal of research about organizational variables in 
job satisfaction (Kemp, Wall, Clegg, & Cordery, 1983), absenteeism (Trist, 1981), autonomy and trust in 
management (Cordery, Mueller, & Smith, 1991), productivity (Pasmore, 1978), and perceptions of control (Denison, 
1982). By and large, the concept of self-directed work teams has fairly well represented within the context of these 
studies as dependent or mediating variables. Among those, several studies reported that organizations with self- 
directed work teams tended to produce higher levels of profitability, productivity, job satisfaction, and commitment 
when compared with organizations with more traditional work systems. From our extended literature review, 
however, it was identified that very few studies compared work ethic between self-directed work teams and 
traditional work teams. Moreover, we could hardly find a study comparing the work ethic of machine operators in a 
self-directed work team plant to that of machine operators in a traditional work systems plant within manufacturing 
organizations. As more private and public sector organizations utilize self-directed work teams to achieve their 
organizational goals and objectives (Cummings, 1978), identifying the effect of self-directed work system on the 
work ethic of employees in manufacturing environment is considered a unique research topic to be further used by 
various organizational researchers and practitioners. 

Theoretical Framework 

Self-directed Work Teams 

Several definitions of self-directed work teams could be found from the organizational study literature. First, 
Dachler and Wilpert (1978) defined self-directed work teams as a group of frontline employees who are given the 
opportunity to make decisions over their day-to-day operations. Similarly, Orsburn, et al. (1990) defined a self- 
directed work team as a highly trained group of employees who are fully responsible for turning out a well-defined 
segment of finished work. According to Sundstrom (1999), a self-directed work team is a group of interdependent 
individuals who share responsibility for specific outcomes for their organization with interdependent roles, 
interdependent goals, interdependent outcomes or shared fate, reporting to the same manager, co-location or shared 
workplace, and members see themselves as a team along with stable membership. 

The study of self-directed work teams has rooted its origin from the study of socio-technical work systems 
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design in early 1950s. With an attempt to address various workplace issues caused by the scientific management 
work design established by Frederick Taylor (i.e., alienation, loss of meaningfulness in work, lack of motivation, 
etc.), researchers and social scientists were invoked to develop a new and innovative work design method utilizing 
the theory of socio-technical systems emphasizing the interdependence between technical aspects of the work and 
the broader social milieu in which the work is done (Emery & Trist, 1969). Concertive control and assimilation are 
two important notions of the socio-technical systems that conceptualize the central concepts of the self-directed 
work team. First, Tompkins and Cheney (1985) described concertive control as a form of organizational control that 
arises in accordance with the dominant ideologies in the organization. In concertive working environment, team 
members have discretion over such decision as methods of work, task schedules, and assignment of members to 
different tasks (Cummings, 1978). Teams negotiate a consensus on key values that are used to govern their 
collective work and then create norms and formal rules through day-to-day interactions (Barker, 1993). Second, 
assimilation refers to a team member’s cognitive acceptance and identification with a group and organizational 
assimilation occurs when a team member internalizes the values, beliefs, and assumptions of a work group (Gibson 
& Papa, 2000). Jablin's (1985) describes a process of assimilation as having three distinct stages: anticipatory 
socialization, encounter, and metamorphosis stage. In the anticipatory socialization stage family members, 
educational institutions, job experiences, peers and friends influence a person to develop expectations and beliefs 
about how people communicate in particular occupations and setting. The encounter stage could be identified by the 
clash of the person's previously held expectations with the reality of the organization. The metamorphosis stage 
occurs when the person utilizes newly learned attitudes and behaviors to be consistent with those of the 
organization. 

A multitude of studies about self-directed work teams were found from the literature. The original study of self- 
directed work teams was an examination of British coal mining teams (Trist & Bamforth, 1951). In this study the 
management of the mines shifted the miners from self-directed work teams into specialized teams. The result was an 
increase in productivity, job satisfaction, and a decrease in absenteeism. In Morse and Reimer's study (1956), the 
introduction of greater participation in the work of two units within a department allowed more decision making 
power about work issues, work methods, break periods, and the handling of tardiness when compared with the case 
of less participation into the work of other units within the same department. 

In a series of studies, Trist et al. found that a self-directed work team unit had a higher rate of productivity and a 
lower rate of absenteeism (1963), a substantial drop in violations of health and safety violations, and an increase of 
positive work attitudes (1977). In Pasmore’s study (1978) comparing two units of a food-processing company, the 
self-directed work team unit had significant improvements in productivity while there were no improvements in the 
traditional work team. In another study the employees in a self-directed work team facility reported higher levels of 
intrinsic satisfaction (Wall, Kemp, Jackson, & Clegg, 1986). Other studies also reported that self-directed work 
teams resulted in higher levels of satisfaction (Ondrack & Evans, 1987) and perceived greater control over the 
production process (Denison, 1982). 

Research by Cordery, Mueller, and Smith (1991) conducted a longitudinal study of self-directed work teams 
and found that workers in the organization utilizing autonomous work groups reported significantly higher scores in 
terms of intrinsic job characteristics, work role autonomy, extrinsic satisfaction, intrinsic satisfaction, and 
organizational commitment than workers operating under traditional work structures. Pasmore, Francis, and 
Haldeman (1982) reviewed 134 studies about self-directed work teams and conclude that the self-directed work 
teams were extremely successful in terms of employee attitudes, safety, quality, improving productivity, and 
decreasing cost, absenteeism, and turnover. 

A group of researchers (Appelbaum, Bailey, Berg, & Kalleberg, 2000) studied self-directed work team along 
with a number of variables including trust, intrinsic rewards, organizational commitment, and job satisfaction within 
the steel, apparel, and medical manufacturing industries and found these variables were positively related to self- 
directed work systems in each of the three industries studied. The researchers also found that the amount of money 
that workers earn in the apparel industry is positively related to participating in high-performance work systems. The 
other industries indicated a small positive correlation but not as significant as the one found in the apparel industry. 

In Lawler's study (1978) he categorized the innovations in self-directed work design into six key elements: (a) 
physical design of facilities that are congruent with social objectives, (b) job designs that give emphasis to self- 
managing teams, (c) compensation systems that reward skill development, (c) organization structures that minimize 
hierarchy, supervision, and functional specialization, (d) heavy emphasis on training, personal growth, and career 
development, and (e) a management style that allows decision making to be pushed to the lowest levels of the 
organization. Within self-directed work systems, autonomous work groups can have self-management opportunities 
related to task distribution, coordination, training, and problem solving (Zuboff, 1983) and collective control over 
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the pace of work, distribution of tasks, organization of breaks, and collective participation in the recruitment and 
training of new members (Gulowsen, 1972). 

Work Ethic Studies 

In 1969, Super created the Work Values Inventory. This instrument was designed to measure 15 values 
identified as creativity, management, achievement, surrounding, supervisory relations, way of life, security, 
associates, esthetics, prestige, independence, variety, economic return, altruism, and intellectual stimulation (Gable, 
1972). The measure of these values reflect upon the worker’s satisfaction with employment rather than directly 
assessing work ethic (Hill, 1992). Wayne’s work ethic (1989) instrument, consisted of 119 four-point Likert-type 
items, was designed to measure adherence to contemporary work values and the Protestant work ethic. Wayne 
surveyed 688 subjects and found no difference in measure of Protestant work ethic based on gender or age. Furnham 
(1990) studied seven instruments designed to measure the Protestant Work Ethic including: (a) the Protestant Ethic 
(Goldstein & Eichorn, 1961), (b) the Protestant Work Ethic (Mirels & Garrett, 1971), (c) the Pro-Protestant Ethic 
Scale (Blood, 1969), (d) the Spirit of Capitalism Scale (Hammond & Williams, 1976), (e) the Leisure Ethic and 
Work Ethic (Buchholz, 1978), (f) the Eclectic Protestant Ethic (Ray, 1982), (g) the Australian Work Ethic (Ho, 
1984) and found that five main factors accounted for one-third of the total variance between items. These factors 
included: (a) belief in hard work (b) the role of leisure, (c) religious and moral beliefs, (d) a stress on independence 
of others, and (e) asceticism (Furnham, 1990). Furnham and Koritsas (1990) studied the relationship between the 
seven previously stated Protestant Work Ethic scales and Holland’s vocational preference instrument. Among 
Holland's (1996) six personality types (realistic, investigative, artistic, social, enterprising, conventional), four types 
in realistic, artistic, enterprising, and conventional were positively correlated with the Protestant Work Ethic scales. 

The Occupational Work Ethic Inventory (OWEI) (Petty, 1991) used for this study was based on Kazanas’ 
Affective Work Compentency Inventory (AWCI) because the affective work competencies of the instrument were 
considered appropriate to measure the intended research construct of his study. For instrument development 63 
affective work competencies were selected from the AWCI. The researchers developed the OWDI by listing the 63 
work competencies phrase to directly measure work ethic in relation to a person’s work (Dawson, 1999). For content 
validity, the researchers convened a panel of subject-matter experts and asked them to categorize one- or two- word 
descriptors into groups. This process took place until consensus was reached. The clusters created by the 
categorization process were labeled dependable , ambitious, considerate, and cooperative. The instrument was 
validated by Hill’s (1992), Petty’s (1995), and Hill and Petty’s (1995) studies. 

Purpose and Methodology 

Purpose 

The purpose of this study is to investigate the effect of self-directed work teams on the work ethic of employees 
in a manufacturing company. This study utilizes the Occupational Work Ethic Inventory (OWEI) to measure work 
ethic. For the purpose of this study, the following research objectives were developed. 

1 . Are there any differences in the work ethic of machine operators based on demographic variables in age, 
gender, level of education, years of full-time work experience, years of experiences as a supervisor, and 
work shift preference? 

2. Are there any differences in the work ethic of machine operators between a self-directed work team 
manufacturing facility and a conventional work team manufacturing facility? 

Sample 

The population consists of 396 production workers employed in two facilities of paper mill manufacturing sites 
located in Tennessee and Wisconsin respectively. The site A in Tennessee produced 169 out of a 250 possible 
responses, a return rate of 68%. The respondents from site B in Wisconsin returned 83 out of a possible 146 
responses, a return rate of 57%. Of the 396 possible respondents, 252 completed a survey yielding a 64% overall 
response rate. Among all respondents, there were 199 (79%) male and 63 (25%) were between the ages of 27 and 35 
while 168 (67%) were between the ages of 36 and 55. 

The paper mill company is a world-class leader in the manufacturing of consumer goods and employs over 
64,000 workers at 41 overseas production facilities. Among the production sites in the US, the site A facility has 
been operated since 1993 and was designed to be a Greenfield site utilizing high performance self-directed work 
teams. The machine operators at the facility A are referred to as partners. The partners are assigned to 18 to 30 
person teams in either hand towel or bath tissue production. Both production processes have five functional areas in 
fiber preparation, tissue, converting, shipping, and waste water. Each team member gains skills to work 
interchangeably between functions. Maintenance personnel are also organized in teams that are designated as either 
hand towel or bath tissue. Each team has a designated team coordinator. The team coordinator assumes many 
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administrative and leadership responsibilities within each team. The team coordinator designation rotates amongst 
the members of each team giving each team member an opportunity to gain leadership and administrative skills. 
Each team sets objectives to accomplish in order to meet business needs. The teams are given a great deal of 
autonomy to decide how to go about meeting their objectives. The team members also have a great deal of input into 
determining training needs, hiring process, and their performance evaluation process. In site B, operated since 1969 
in Wisconsin, the facility employs 146 machine operators and most of those machine operators work 12 hour 
rotating shifts. This site B mill is a union facility that utilizes traditional work structures to accomplish its 
manufacturing process. 

Instrument and Procedure 

The Occupational Work Ethic Inventory (OWEI) used for this study is a self-report questionnaire developed by 
Petty (1991). The instrument was selected based on a review of literature about work attitudes, work values, and 
work habits. The OWEI consisted of 50 descriptors with six demographic questions. The 50 descriptors comprised 
four subscales in: (a) dependable , (b) considerate , (c) ambitious, and (d) cooperative, representing the sub- 
components of occupational work ethic profile. The following results are Cronbach’s reliability coefficients for each 
of the four subcategories. The 16 questions related to dependable subscale had an alpha of .85. The 12 questions for 
the ambitious subscale had an alpha that equaled .64. The considerate subscale contained 14 questions and had an 
alpha of .81. The 7 questions related to cooperative subscale indicated coefficient alpha of .63. 

The OWEI instrument was distributed to production workers at each of the two manufacturing facilities 
included in this study. The surveys were distributed to the site A machine operators at morning and evening shift 
change meetings in order to include every operator. The instrument was distributed to the site B machine operators 
through team meetings by a representative from the site B’s Human Resources Department. 

Data Analysis 

The data gathered from the OWEI were analyzed using SPSS 15.1 for Windows. Descriptive statistics including 
the mean, standard deviation, and frequencies were analyzed for the demographic data. T-test and analysis of 
variance (ANOVA) test were performed to analyze score differences between two (e.g., gender and the status of self 
directed or conventional work groups) or multiple groupings (e.g., supervisory experiences and educational levels). 
Confidence intervals and effect size were calculated for group score differences between self-directed and 
conventional work teams. For significant ANOVA results, due to the exploratory nature of multiple groups 
examined, the Tukey Honestly Significant Difference (HSD) post hoc test was administered to further identify the 
pairwise source of statistical significance. 

Findings 

Demographic Characteristics 

The demographic information collected from this study was displayed as frequencies and percentiles in order to 
help describe the population. The demographic information collected for this study included age, gender, years of 
full-time work experience, years of experiences as a supervisor, level of education, and work shift preference. First, 
regarding gender, there were 53 (21%) female and 199 (79%) male respondents. For the age range of the 
respondents, no respondent was 19 years or under, 8 (3%) were 20 to 26 years of age, 63 (25%) were between the 
ages of 27 and 35, 168 (67%) were between the ages of 36 and 55, and 13 (5%) were over 55 years old. In the 
respondents’ level of education, there was only one person (.4%) who had less than a high school diploma, 193 
(76.6%) attained a high school degree or GED, 51 (20.2%) had two years of college or associate’s degree, 4 (1.6%) 
had a bachelor’s degree, and 3 (1.2%) had completed at least some graduate work. Regarding the number of years of 
full-time work, 2 (.7%) respondents had less than one year of experience, whereas 31 (12.3%) had one to five years 
of experience, and 219 (87%) had five or more years of experience. For the respondents’ years of experience as a 
supervisor, 125 (49.6%) reported no experience, 42 (16.7%) had less than two years of experience, while 68 (27%) 
respondents had between two and eight years, and 17 (6.7%) had more than 8 years of supervisory work experience. 
The preference for type of shift work was the last demographic variable examined in this study. There were 8 (3.2%) 
respondents that preferred eight hour night shifts, 72 (28.6%) respondents that preferred eight hour day shifts, 8 
(3.2%) respondents that preferred eight hour rotating shifts, 17 (6.8%) respondents that preferred twelve hour night 
shifts, 38 (15%) respondents that preferred twelve hour day shifts, and lastly 109 (43.2%) respondents that preferred 
twelve hour rotating shifts. 

Differences in Work Ethic by Demographic Characteristics 

Table 1 presents the statistical results of mean score differences between (e.g., gender) and among groups (e.g.. 
Age: 26 or under (n = 8), 27-35 (n = 63), 36-55 (n = 168), and over 55 (n = 13); Level of Education: Less tha high 
school (n = 1), High school or GED (n = 193), 2 years of college or Associate (n = 51), Bachelor (n = 4), and Some 
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graduate work (n = 3); Fulltime Work Experiences: 1 or less (n = 2), 1-5 (n = 31), 5 or more (n = 219); Years of 
Supervisory Experiences: None (n = 125), Less than 2 years (n = 42), 2-8 years (n = 68), and More than 8 years (n = 
17); and Workshift Preferences: 8 hour night shift (n = 8), 8 hour day shift (n = 72), 8 hour rotating shift (n = 8), 12 
hour night shift (n = 17), 12 hour day shift (n = 38), and 12 hour rotating shift (n = 109)). Levine’s test for equality 
of variance in gender indicated no statistical significance and the value of independent t-test on gender was squared 
to obtain comparable F values across different groupings. Cross-comparing the result of unequal numbers across 
different groupings were made based on the reported robustness of t and F tests for modest violations of equal 
numbers (Newton & Rudestam, 1999). 



Table 1. Significances in Work Ethic Subscales by Demographic Variables 







Gender 


Age 


Level of 


Work 


Supervisory 


Shift 










Education 


Experience 


Experience 


Preference 






F(l, 251) 


F( 3, 249) 


F( 4, 248) 


F( 2, 250) 


F( 3, 249) 


F( 5, 247) 


Dep. 


F 


1.16 


1.40 


.70 


.02 


.33 


.50 


P 


.28 


.23 


.99 


.98 


.80 


.78 




F 


.39 


.77 


1.14 


.24 


.10 


.46 


Am. 


P 


.53 


.51 


.34 


.79 


.96 


.81 




F 


.20 


3.92* 


.48 


1.07 


.88 


.55 


Con. 


P 


.65 


.01* 


.75 


.34 


.45 


.74 




F 


.47 


1.34 


.60 


1.23 


.87 


.63 


Co. 


P 


.50 


.26 


.67 


.29 


.46 


.68 




F 


.27 


2.15 


.33 


.32 


.37 


.38 


All 


P 


.60 


.94 


.86 


.73 


.78 


.87 



Note. Dep. = Dependable, Co. = Cooperative, Am. = Ambitious, Con. = Considerate F 
* p< .05. 



Group mean scores were statistically significant only on the measure of Considerateness across different age groups. 
The intent of grouping continuous variables, such as age and years of education or work was to examine whether 
measures of work ethic were similar or different among commonly practiced or recognized groups despite the 
downside of loosing accuracy and precision in dichotomizing continuous variables. Different generations, such as 
baby boomers are often characterized as sharing distinctive life and work values, work ethic being one of them. 
Researchers reported how different generations, such as baby boomers (36-55) and generation X (27-35) share 
unique life or work values (Lancaster & Stillman, 2002; Rosen, 2001). Post hoc analyses using the Tukey’s test 
indicated that the group mean score on the Considerate scale of work ethic was significantly higher in the 27-35 age 
group (n = 63, M = 5.58, SD = .51) than that the 36-55 age group (n = 168, M = 5.30, SI) =.60). Effect-sizes showed 
that the mean difference between these two groups was close to medium of .50, while non-significant results 
between the following pairs (i.e., below 26 and 36-55, 27-35 and over 55, 36-55 and over 55) were close to the 
reported small effects of .20 (Cohen, 1988). 

Data analysis results also indicated that machine operators in the self-directed work team facility reported 
higher scores on being dependable, ambitious, considerate, cooperative, and the aggregated measure of all of them 
than did those in a traditional work group. The means, standard deviations, t values, effect-sizes, and confidence 
intervals are reported in Table 2. The mean difference of zero fell outside the lower limit of every scale in the OWEI 
work ethic measure and the associated p value was all below the .05 level. All found effect-sizes ranged from .28 to 
.44 indicating slightly larger than small to medium differences between two groups; The self-directed group (M = 
5.09, SD - .56) reported most comparatively higher scores on the Cooperative scale than the conventional work 
group (M = 4.86, SD = .50), t(250), p = .001. Interestingly enough, the mean score on the scale of Cooperative was 
the lowest among all four sub-scales. The mean difference was the least for the Considerate scale, which was also 
statistically significant, t(250) = 2.02, p - 04. The overall mean score was higher in the self-directed group ( M = 
5.37, SD - .48) compared to the conventional work group ( M = 5.19, SD = .43). On both groups, the overall mean 
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score on each sub-scale was the highest on the Dependable category followed by Considerate, Ambitious, and 
Cooperative. 



Table 2. Differences in Work Ethic Subscale Mean Scores for Both Sites 





Self-directed Group 
n = 83 


Conventional Group 
n = 169 








Work Ethic Scale(s) 


Mean (SD) 


Mean (SD) 


ES 


t( 250) 


.95 Cl 


Dependable 


5.83 (.56) 


5.67 (.49) 


.30 


2.27* 


.02, .30 


Ambitious 


5.13 (.50) 


4.96 (.44) 


.35 


2.63** 


.04, .30 


Considerate 


5.44 (.59) 


5.28 (.57) 


.28 


2.02* 


.04, .31 


Cooperative 


5.09 (.54) 


4.86 (.50) 


.44 


3.34** 


.10, .38 


All 


5.37 (.48) 


5.19 (.43) 


.38 


2.93** 


.06, .30 



* p< .05., ** p < .01. 



Discussion and Implication for HRD 

Self-directed Work Teams and Work Ethic 

As indicated from other research studies measuring the influence of various organizational variables on 
workplace behavior (Cordery, Mueller, & Smith, 1991; Denison, 1982; Kemp, Wall, Clegg, & Cordery, 1983; 
Pasmore, 1978; Trist, 1981), findings from this study also supported the positive relationships between desirable 
employee characteristics and personal behavior. The mean scores on both the overall OWEI and each subscale of the 
same instrument showed strong work ethic based upon self-perceptions and the self-directed work group displayed 
higher scores on all measured scale of work ethic: Dependable, Ambitious, Considerate, and Cooperative. In 
essence, these study findings imply that collegial and team oriented work structure, cooperative environment, and 
diversified tasks positively influence employees’ attitudes on working hard. More specifically, certain characteristics 
of self-directed work teams (i.e., shared responsibilities and rotating work roles) seemed to cause employees to 
function more effectively within the self-directed work team structure. One interesting finding is that the mean 
scores of the respondents from self-directed work teams were less than 5 only in two areas: Ambitious and 
Cooperative. This implies that the characteristics of employees in self-directed work teams are more independent, 
achievement-oriented, initiating, responsible, persevering, sympathetic, observant, perceptive, adaptable, and 
cooperative than those in traditional work team structure. The employees of the traditional work systems seemed to 
also perceive themselves as working hard but potential barriers, such as fewer skill sets expected, not being team 
oriented, and being focused on accomplishing one task or process tended to contribute to their negative perceptions 
about their work being ambitious or cooperative. 

It is also interesting to note that few significant findings were observed on groupings based upon demographic 
characteristics. The only significant difference in the score of work ethic was found in the scale of Considerate 
between the age group of 27-35 years (commonly referred as generation X) and the 36-55 group (commonly labeled 
as baby boomers). The Considerate scale included items related to being appreciative, devious or selfish (both 
reversely coded), likeable, helpful, pleasant, cheerful, courteous, considerate, friendly, and modest. The difference in 
scores on the considerate subscale by age implies a unique difference in generation specific attitudes and values. As 
expected, the 36-55 age range represents a large portion of the baby boomer generation. The baby boomer 
generation is characterized as having bad labor markets, corporate downsizing, poor economic environments, 
military conflicts, and work structures that valued individual achievement (Lancaster & Stillman, 2002). On the 
other hand, the 27-35 age group closely follows generation X. Generation X has entered the workforce at a time 
when companies value teamwork, group decision making, and interpersonal rapport (Rosen, 2001). The individuals 
in this age group are working to establish careers, enter into marriage, have children, buy homes, and are focused on 
issues that are unique to that age group. These two groups are in different places in the human life cycle which may 
directly effect their perceptions, attitudes, and values which in turn would differently affect their responses to the 
descriptors in the OWEI. 
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Future Study and Limitations 

Numerous studies on how to improve team performance and designing or implementing proper team interventions 
have contributed to the theory building effort within the field of HRD. While findings from this study seem to add 
valuable research steps to enhance the theory building endeavor in HRD, several limitations seem to exist to 
generalize the study findings. Random samples or quasi-experimental designs are often difficult to utilize in 
organizational settings. For these and the exploratory nature, this study did not examine any treatment effects nor 
potential interactions between contextual variables. Although no main effects were found across different groupings 
based on educational levels, full time work experiences, supervisory experiences, and work shift preferences, some 
of them may interact or co-vary with each other to influence employees’ work ethic perceptions. This study also 
acknowledges that the geographical differences existed between the two manufacturing facilities, which may have 
confounded the data collected in this study. Due to certain circumstances beyond the researchers’ control, access to 
research subjects was granted by company officials only to the two facilities that are located in two different 
geographical regions. Related to this, this study utilized employees from a manufacturing company, thus findings of 
this research may be limited to similar work environment within the US. For future studies, it is strongly 
recommended to use broader range of groups including samples from different industries to generalize the study 
findings. As generation gap is identified as one variable influencing the differing levels of work ethic among 
employees from this study, future studies will benefit more from the inclusion of more contextual variables such as 
employment status and types of job tasks that are empirically or theoretically supported. 
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